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REMARKS 



Claims 1-6, 8-16, and 19-21 are pending, with claims 1, 2, 19 and 21-24 being 
independent. Claims 1-21 were rejected in the office action mailed April 21, 2006. Claims 7 and 
17-18 are canceled. Claims 1-5, 8-16 and 19-21 are currently amended. Claims 22-24 are new. 
No new matter is added. Also enclosed is an Information Disclosure Statement. Reconsideration 
of the action is requested in light of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Section 112 Rejection 

Claim 20 was rejected for lacking antecedent basis. The claim is amended according to 
the examiner's instructions. 



Claims 1-6, 8-16, and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over US 20030084065 ("Lin"), in view of US 20050044066 ("Hooper") and US 
20050050043 ("Pyhalammi"). 

Claim 1 was amended to incorporate a feature of claim 5. Claim 1 recites a computer 
implemented method for digital image management. A digital image associated with a specific 
time is received. A calendar entry, which includes a topic and a time interval, is identified. The 
topic represents one of an event, a person, a geographic location, a logical location, and an 
object. The calendar entry is automatically associated with the digital image if the time interval 
associated with the calendar entry includes the specific time. An association between the 
calendar entry and the digital image is stored on a computer-readable medium. 

The examiner relies upon ]j 0035 of Pyhalammi for the feature of "automatically 
associating the calendar entry with the digital image" and "storing an association between the 
calendar entry and the digital image on a computer-readable medium" if the calendar entry's 
time interval includes the specific time. The cited paragraph of Pyhalammi reads in part, 
emphasis added: 

[0035] In one embodiment, the metadata for each image includes information 
categorized by at least two schemes: time of the image creation and subject(s) of 
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the image. ... A user is then able to search or browse for images based on either 
scheme. Continuing with the example, a user can search for an image by looking 
for an image taken on a certain date (or in a certain date range). Alternatively, the 
user could search for an image based on a subject of the image. . . . 

This paragraph of Pyhalammi fails to teach or suggest a calendar entry. At most Pyhalammi 

discloses timestamps of images and discloses a date range used to query timestamps of images. 

Neither of these constitute a calendar entry. Thus Pyhalammi fails to teach or suggest a calendar 

entry. 

The claim recites automatically associating a calendar entry with an image if the time 
interval associated with the calendar entry includes the image's specific time. Pyhalammi, by 
contrast, discloses searching to find images having timestamps within a certain date range. This 
does not teach or suggest the recited feature of automatically associating a calendar entry with an 
image . 



Even if Pyhalammi 's disclosure of searching for images having timestamps within a date 
range did amount to teaching or suggesting the automatic association of a calendar entry with an 
image, Pyhalammi does not teach or suggest that its search results are anything but ephemeral. 
The relied upon paragraph of Pyhalammi does not teach or suggest storing an association 
between the calendar entry and the digital image on a computer-readable medium. 

Pyhalammi, the reference relied upon by the examiner, fails to show the recited feature. 
Neither the relied upon portion of Hooper nor the relied upon portion of Lin remedies the 
deficiency. Therefore the rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

The applicant submits that claim 1 is in condition for allowance. Claims 2 and 21 
contains similar limitations. Claims 5-6 and 8-16 depend from claim 1, and claims 3-4 depend 
from claim 2. Therefore, these claims are in condition for allowance. 

Claim 2 recites in part, a first and second time interval, the first time interval including a 

specific time and "the second time interval overlapping the with the first time interval and 

including the specific time." The examiner relies upon 0042 of Hooper, which reads in full: 

[0042] Alternatively, database manager 430 may provide image viewer with one 
or more statistics about the images having dates within the one or more 
designated date ranges. For example, database manager 430 may provide the 
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number of image within the designated ranges, as illustrated hereinabove in FIG. 
1. 

The examiner explains his reliance on the reference, "a image is associated with a specific date, 
and then that date is associated with a more broader date range." Office action of April 21, 2006, 
page 4, lines 4-5. While Hooper may disclose an image having a "specific date" within a date 
range (the relied upon paragraph in fact does not use that phrase), this is not what the claim 
recites. The claim recites that an image is associated with a specific time, and the specific time is 
included within two overlapping time intervals. Which is to say, the claim recites these three 
elements, which cannot be met by the two elements identified by the examiner. 

The examiner asserts that the specific date associated with an image in Hooper 
corresponds to one time interval, and the date range used to search for a matching image 
corresponds to the other time interval. This reading off 0042 of Hooper, however, fails to 
account for the "specific time" associated with the image which is recited in claim 2. The same 
element (the "specific date" which the examiner finds in f 0042 of Hooper) cannot correspond to 
two different things (the recited "specific time" and the recited "time interval") simultaneously. 
Thus, the examiner has not made out a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Alternatively, assuming that the examiner means to say that the "specific date" 
corresponds to the recited "specific time," \ 0042 of Hooper fails to teach or suggest the recited 
feature of claim 2 because claim 2 clearly recites two time intervals which include the specific 
time. The examiner has only purported to identify one time interval which includes the specific 
time. Therefore, under this interpretation as well, the examiner has failed to make out a prima 
facie case of obviousness. 

Moreover, the above quoted paragraph of Hooper refers to "one or more designated date 
ranges," but it does not disclose that the date ranges overlap, as required by claim 2. A fuller 
explanation is given in f 0025 of Hooper, which explains that "a user may click on a weekday, 
such as a Tuesday, to select all Tuesdays of a specific month." That is, Hooper discloses a 
database query for images lying in date range A (e.g., Tuesday, July 4, 2006), date range B (e.g., 
Tuesday, July 1 1, 2006), date range C (e.g., Tuesday, July 18, 2006), or date range D (e.g., 
Tuesday, July 25, 2006). The database would return images created on any of those Tuesdays. 
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Thus, the relied upon portion of Hooper fails to disclose that the date ranges overlap, as required 
by claim 2. 

Claim 2 further recites "comparing the first topic with the second topic or the first time 
interval with the second time interval." Claim 2 recites that the comparison is based upon 
configurable rules. The examiner relies upon 0034 of Hooper for this feature, which reads in 
part: 

[0034] One such functionality is the ability to step through image assets by 
jumping forward to the next year, month or day associated with one or more 
images, and backward to the previous year, month or day associated with one or 
more images. The forward and backward jumps automatically skip over dates that 
have no images associated therewith. Such functionality enables a user to browse 
his images event by event, since generally events are clustered within individual 
days. ... 

This paragraph of Hooper discloses browsing images by date, skipping over days without 
images. The examiner explains his reliance, "event= topic and when you cluster by time you 
inherently cluster by event." The examiner's assertion is off the mark. The relied upon paragraph 
only discloses a multiplicity of images between which no comparison is made. The relied upon 
paragraph, moreover, does not disclose comparisons between anything else. That it is sometimes 
possible to browse images by event is merely a coincidence owing to when the images were 
taken, not the result of a comparison. Thus, f 0034 of Hooper fails to disclose the recited feature 
of comparing two topics or comparing two time intervals. 

The examiner elsewhere relies on ^ 0032 of Hooper to find the limitation of 
"configurable rules." Office Action of April 21, page 4. This paragraph discloses that digital 
images can have one of three kinds of dates associated with the images: a date stored within the 
file, a file system date (e.g., a last modification date), or a date manually entered by the user. 
If 0028-3 1 . The relied upon paragraph discloses that the user can use any combination of the 
three different types of dates. See Office Action of April 21, p. 4. However, these dates are not 
rules, and even if a date were a rule it would not be a configurable rule. Thus, U 0032 of Hooper 
fails to disclose the recited feature of comparing two topics or comparing two time intervals. 



Applicant 
Serial No. 
Filed 
Page 



Kenneth Rothmuller 
10/678,606 
October 3, 2003 
13 of 15 



Attorney's Docket No.: 07844-627001 / P580 



Hooper, the reference relied upon by the examiner, fails to show the recited feature. 
Neither the relied upon portion of Pyhalammi nor the relied upon portion of Lin remedies the 
deficiency. Therefore the rejection of claim 2 should be withdrawn. The applicant submits that 
claim 2 is in condition for allowance. Claims 3-4 are also in condition for allowance, as these 
claims depend from claim 2. 



Claims 19-20 stand rejected as allegedly anticipated by Lin. 

Claim 19 recites in part, "determining the number of images in the group" and 
"determining a time scale for displaying the group, the determining being based on the number 
of images in the group and the time interval." 

For the feature, "determining the number of images in the group," the examiner relies 

upon 1} 0035 of Lin, which reads in full: 

[0035] According to exemplary embodiments, the user can select a particular time 
period within which to view the images. As shown in FIG. 4B, if the user 
chooses, for example, to view the images in 1997, the graphical display can zoom 
in to display, for example, the months of the year 1997 or any other subset of time 
for the year 1997 selectable by the user (e.g., Fall, Winter, Spring, and Summer of 
1997). The user can select a time scale by, for example, using any computer 
pointer device, such as, for example, a computer mouse, to click on a particular 
year to select that year, or use any other method by which a user can graphically 
select a given time period. 

The examiner explains the reliance, "the user selects the time period for the [group]." Office 

Action of April 21, 2006, page 8. This explanation says nothing about the number of images in 

the group, and indeed the paragraph quoted above says nothing about the number of images in 

the group. Therefore, the examiner has not made out a prima facie case of anticipation and the 

rejection of claim 19 should be withdrawn. 

For the feature, "determining a time scale for displaying the group, the determining being 

based on the number of images in the group and the time interval," the examiner relies upon 

Tffl 0034-35. As just stated, 1 0035 says nothing about the number of images in the group, and 

thus Tf 0035 fails to disclose "the determining being based on the number of the images in the 

group." The other paragraph, f 0034, reads in full: 
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[0034] At the time scale shown in FIG. 4A, for example, the year 1997 has two 
representative images 402. The two representative images 402 can represent, for 
example, the two images from 1997 with the highest quality numbers (e.g., those 
representative images with quality numbers that exceed a predetermined 
threshold). Alternatively, a representative image could be displayed from, for 
example, each month of 1997 or from any temporal division of 1997 selectable by 
the user. If the user wishes to view the images in a time-based cluster represented 
by one of representative images 402 at this level of time scale, the user can simply 
select that representative image 402 by, for example, clicking on the image using 
any computer pointer device, such as, for example, a computer mouse. The user 
can then view, access or otherwise manipulate the images contained in that time- 
based cluster using, for example, any conventional image viewing software. 

This paragraph likewise says nothing about the number of images in the group, and thus 0034 

fails to disclose "the determining being based on the number of the images in the group." The 

examiner's explanation, "pictures have time stamp, and user decides timeline," does not help. 

Lin discloses that the user selects a time scale. ^ 0035. By contrast, claim 19 recites that the time 

scale is determined based on the number of images in the group and the time interval. The 

rejection of claim 19 should be withdrawn. 

As the recited features are not shown, claim 19 is in condition for allowance. Claim 20 

depends from claim 1 9 and is therefore also in condition for allowance. 



The applicant respectfully requests that all pending claims be allowed. 

By responding in the foregoing remarks only to particular positions taken by the 
examiner, the applicant does not acquiesce with other positions that have not been explicitly 
addressed. In addition, the applicant's arguments for the patentability of a claim should not be 
understood as implying that no other reasons for the patentability of that claim exist. 



Conclusion 
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